










































 

















 
Step 3. Conduct Preliminary Assessment of the Feasibility of the Typical Grade Separation Methods.  At the top of the table, circle the grade separation methods that are being considered for additional study in your subsection or 
sub-subsection of interest.  Grade separation methods being considered can be found in the Alternatives Analysis Exhibits or in the Draft Alternatives Analysis Report (anticipated release date of April 8, 2010).  Both can be found on the 
California High-Speed Rail Authority's webpage, under the San Francisco to San Jose Section in the Library, at: http://www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov. 
 
For each circled grade separation method, conduct an assessment of whether it meets or does not meet the goals for all stakeholders for each of the categories. You can answer: 
(Y) Yes, the method meets all/most goals  
(N) No, the method does not meet goals 
(I) Additional information is needed, or 
(N/A) The specific category is not applicable. 
 
For the project team to understand your assessment, please provide the reason why you reached that conclusion and the information that you are basing your conclusion on in the table cell for each grade separation method.  In making 
your assessment, give attention to: 
(1) varying impacts of the different grade separation methods 
(2) systemwide requirements that may impact grade separation method, and 
(3) the extent to which stakeholder goals can be met. 
 
For hybrid options that are applicable for your subsection (for example elevated high speed train and at-grade Caltrain), use the last column and identify the hybrid option being assessed.   
 

Stakeholder Categories 
 

(Example Goals are provided for 
each category.  Additional Goals 

may apply.  Refer to Issues, 
Values, and Goals Matrix.) 

 

Aerial Viaduct 
 
 

 

At-Grade 
 

 

Open Trench 
 
 

 

Closed Trench 
(Cut-and-Cover) 

 

 

Hybrid (Caltrain and 
HST on different vertical 

options) 
 
 

Noise & Vibrations 
- Do not exceed current levels of 
train-related noise and vibrations. 
- Minimize noise impact to sensitive 
receptors (hospitals, senior homes, 
daycare centers, etc) 
  
 
 
Corresponding Categories in Draft 
Alternatives Analysis Report:  
Natural Environment 
 

I –The City is concerned about the 
potential impacts of noise and 
vibration at different locations within 
the HSR corridor. Additional studies 
are needed to provide noise and 
vibration information at different 
locations and intervals throughout 
the City. 
 
Aerial is the least preferred option in 
that it provides the most noise and 
only provides less vibration than the 
at grade option. 

I –The City is concerned about the 
potential impacts of noise and 
vibration at different locations within 
the HSR corridor. Additional studies 
are needed to provide noise and 
vibration information at different 
locations and intervals throughout 
the City. 
 
The at grade option provides only 
less noise than the aerial option and 
creates the most vibration. 

I –The City is concerned about the 
potential impacts of noise and 
vibration at different locations within 
the HSR corridor. Additional studies 
are needed to provide noise and 
vibration information at different 
locations and intervals throughout 
the City. 
 
The open trench provides the 
second best option in that it provides 
less noise and vibration than the 
aerial and at-grade options. 

I –The City is concerned about the 
potential impacts of noise and 
vibration at different locations within 
the HSR corridor. Additional studies 
are needed to provide noise and 
vibration information at different 
locations and intervals throughout 
the City. 
 
The closed trench is the best option 
in that it will provide both the least 
noise and least vibration. 

I –The City is concerned about the 
potential impacts of noise and 
vibration at different locations within 
the HSR corridor. Additional studies 
are needed to provide noise and 
vibration information at different 
locations and intervals throughout 
the City. 
 
 
Please see responses for the 
aforementioned options. 
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Stakeholder Categories 
 

(Example Goals are provided for 
each category.  Additional Goals 

may apply.  Refer to Issues, 
Values, and Goals Matrix.) 

 

Aerial Viaduct 
 
 

 

At-Grade 
 

 

Open Trench 
 
 

 

Closed Trench 
(Cut-and-Cover) 

 

 

Hybrid (Caltrain and 
HST on different vertical 

options) 
 
 

Visual Experience 
- Structure does not visually divide 
community more than it is divided 
today. 
- Structure does not block scenic 
views/vistas, consistent with local 
planning efforts. 
- Design/aesthetic of structure 
respects community scale and 
character and is compatible with 
local development plans for adjacent 
sites. 
 
Corresponding Categories in Draft 
Alternatives Analysis Report:  
Natural Environment 
 

N –- The aerial structure visually 
divides the community more than it 
is divided today, blocks scenic views 
and vistas, and is not compatible 
with the scale and character nor with 
development plans for much of the 
community along the corridor in 
Mountain View.   
 
N - The aerial option creates the 
most visual impact to the community 
and adjacent properties.  
 
 

Y/N – The at-grade option visally 
divides the community by increasing 
the width of the at-grade rail 
corridor.  An overpass structure 
would divide the community and 
would be out of character with the 
community and would block scenic 
views and vistas.   
 
Y - An underpass would not block 
scenic view and vistas and would 
not visually divide the community.   
 
Y/N – The underpass structure will 
not block scenic views/vistas, 
however, it isn’t consistent with local 
planning efforts 
 
N- An underpass structure would 
diminish the visual experience for 
people crossing the corridor, 
particularly pedestrians.   
 
 

Y -  The open trench structure does 
not  block scenic views/vistas. 
 
Y/N- The open trench option is less 
visible and therefore divides the 
community less and better respects 
community scale and character 
better than aerial or at-grade 
options.   
 
This appears to be the second best 
option as long as landscaping is 
properly maintained (not creating an 
eyesore) and limited opportunities 
for graffiti/vandalism within the open    
trench. 
 

Y – The design of the closed trench 
respects community scale and 
character and is compatible with 
local development plans for adjacent 
sites. This idea is consistent with the 
theme of having more “green space” 
and connectivity and which would 
allow a connection between Castro 
Street and Rengstorff Park 
along/over the Caltrain ROW. This 
option does not block scenic 
views/vistas, consistent with local 
planning efforts. 
 
This is the best option consistent 
with the City goals of providing 
opportunities for new open spaces 
or other planned land uses and 
promoting connectivity. 

Please see aforementioned 
comments. 

Rider Experience 
- Passengers can see where they 
are, experience "sense of place." 
- For passenger comfort, corridor 
has minimal grade changes 
(minimize roller coaster effect) 
- Promote convenient, reliable local 
transportation connections to final 
destination 
 
 

Y- The aerial option provides the 
best visual rider experience, and 
provides a "sense of place." 
 
This option promotes convenient, 
reliable local transportation 
connections to final destination. 
 
 

Y- The at-grade option provides a 
sense of where they are, however, 
not as well as the aerial option  
 
I - Promotes convenient, reliable 
local transportation connections to 
final destination 
 
Y – Stations would be at-grade, 
which is more convenient than other 
options for riders. 

N - The open trench option does not 
allow opportunities for passengers to 
see where they are and experience 
a "sense of place." 
 
I - Promotes convenient, reliable 
local transportation connections to 
final destination 
 
The open trench option is better 
than the cut and cover design in that 
it will not be completely covered. 

N - The closed trench option does 
not allow opportunities for 
passengers to see where they are 
and experience a "sense of place." 
 
Y - Promote convenient, reliable 
local transportation connections to 
final destination 
 
The cut and cover option is the least 
preferred option from a rider 
experience standpoint. 

N – If a number of vertical options 
are provided, the rider may 
experience a “roller coaster” effect. 
 
Limiting the number of transitioning 
between vertical options not only 
within the Mountain View corridor 
but throughout the entire project is 
preferred. 
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Stakeholder Categories 
 

(Example Goals are provided for 
each category.  Additional Goals 

may apply.  Refer to Issues, 
Values, and Goals Matrix.) 

 

Aerial Viaduct 
 
 

 

At-Grade 
 

 

Open Trench 
 
 

 

Closed Trench 
(Cut-and-Cover) 

 

 

Hybrid (Caltrain and 
HST on different vertical 

options) 
 
 

Safety 
- Reduce potential collisions with 
vehicles/pedestrians/bicycles at 
crossings. 
- Restrict pedestrian access to 
railroad, discourage trespassing. 
- In an emergency, passengers can 
quickly evacuate, fire and police can 
access train. 
- Design of structure 
minimizes/discourages criminal 
activity. 
- Provide safety measures for 
adjacent community and residences 
from possible derailment. 
 
Corresponding Categories in Draft 
Alternatives Analysis Report:  
Natural Environment 
 

Y – Provides least opportunity for 
collisions with vehicles/pedestrians/ 
bicycles.  Also provides least 
opportunity for trespassing. 
 
N- This design would be difficult for 
emergencies where passengers 
need to evacuate, where fire and 
police access the structure. 
 
I – Can reduce potential collisions 
with vehicles/pedestrians/bicycles at 
crossings, however, may require 
converting existing overcrossings at 
San Antonio and Shoreline to be at 
grade with Central Expressway. This 
could reduce safety for ped/bike 
crossing at Central Expressway and 
also increase traffic delays. 
 
N – Provides opportunity for criminal 
activity with opportunities for 
concealment and graffiti. 
 
N – Safety must be provided to 
vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists 
underneath the aerial tracks 
(Possible fencing, additional 
lighting). 
 
I – Need information to provide 
safety measures for adjacent 
community and residences from 
possible derailment. 

Y – Grade separations would reduce 
potential collisions with 
vehicles/pedestrians/bicycles at 
crossings.  
 
 I – Need information to provide 
safety measures for adjacent 
community and residences from 
possible derailment. 
 
I – Restricting pedestrian access to 
railroad and discourage trespassing 
more difficult than aerial option. 
 
Y- At-grade design is best for 
emergencies where passengers 
need to evacuate, where fire and 
police can access the structure. 
 
N – Safety must be provided to 
vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists 
underneath the at grade tracks at 
undercrossings. 
 
The at grade option provides the 
best opportunity in terms of safety 
for riders, but not necessarily for 
vehicles and pedestrians. 

Y – Grade separations would reduce 
potential collisions with 
vehicles/pedestrians/bicycles at 
crossings. 
 
I – Restricting pedestrian access to 
railroad and discourage trespassing 
more difficult than aerial option. 
 
Y – Provides safety measures for 
adjacent community and residences 
by confining any possible 
derailment. 
 
N- This design would be difficult for 
emergencies where passengers 
need to evacuate, where fire and 
police can access the structure, 
albeit easier than the closed trench 
option. 
 

Y - Reduces potential collisions with 
vehicles/pedestrians/bicycles at 
crossings; restricts pedestrian 
access to railroad, discourages 
trespassing; provides safety 
measures for adjacent community 
and residences by confining any 
possible derailment. Design of 
structure minimizes/discourages 
criminal activity.  
 
N - This design would be difficult for 
emergencies where passengers 
need to evacuate, where fire and 
police can access the structure. 
 
The closed trench option provides 
the best opportunity in terms of 
safety for adjacent properties, but 
not necessarily for riders. 
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Stakeholder Categories 
 

(Example Goals are provided for 
each category.  Additional Goals 

may apply.  Refer to Issues, 
Values, and Goals Matrix.) 

 

Aerial Viaduct 
 
 

 

At-Grade 
 

 

Open Trench 
 
 

 

Closed Trench 
(Cut-and-Cover) 

 

 

Hybrid (Caltrain and 
HST on different vertical 

options) 
 
 

Service & Stations 
- Provides Caltrain with grade-
separated right-of-way.  
- Minimal reconstruction/relocation 
of existing Caltrain stations 
- Caltrain and Valley Transportation 
Authority (VTA) Light Rail must be 
able to maintain service during 
construction with few temporary 
structures. 
- Minimize traffic and parking 
impacts associated with High Speed 
Rail. (Improve circulation. maintain 
or improve parking impacts) 
- Improve Caltrain, VTA bus and 
VTA Light Rail station amenities @ 
Mountain View Station. 
- Improve Caltrain and VTA Bus 
amenities @ San Antonio Station 
 
Corresponding Categories in the 
Environmental documents:  
Alignment and Station Performance; 
Constructability 
 

Y – Caltrain will be provided with 
grade separation which eliminates 
crossing conflicts that improve train 
and vehicular traffic level of service 
(LOS) 
 
I – Further information must be 
provided to show how the aerial 
option will transition with the existing 
Caltrain station at San Antonio. 
 
I – Further information must be 
provided to indicate how existing 
Caltrain and VTA Light Rail services 
be maintained/improved and coexist 
with HSR from Downtown Mountain 
View Caltrain station to Sunnyvale 
during and after construction. 
 
 

Y – Caltrain will be provided with 
grade separation which eliminates 
crossing conflicts that improve train 
and vehicular traffic level of service 
(LOS) 
 
I – Further information must be 
provided to indicate how existing 
Caltrain and VTA Light Rail services 
be maintained/improved and coexist 
with HSR from Downtown Mountain 
View Caltrain station to Sunnyvale 
during and after construction. 
 
With the at grade option at 
Castro/Moffett/Central Expressway, 
the City envisions pedestrian friendly  
bridges to be installed over Castro 
Street, Central Expressway and 
Moffett Boulevard to provide access 
to stations and downtown. 

Y – Caltrain will be provided with 
grade separation which eliminates 
crossing conflicts that improve train 
and vehicular traffic level of service 
(LOS) 
 
I – Further information must be 
provided to indicate how existing 
Caltrain and VTA Light Rail services 
be maintained/improved and will 
coexist with HSR from Downtown 
Mountain View Caltrain station to 
Sunnyvale during and after 
construction. 
 
With the open trench option at 
Castro/Moffett/Central Expressway, 
the City envisions a stronger 
gateway with landmark corner 
building and a better connection with 
the Moffett Boulevard corridor. 
 

Y – Caltrain will be provided with 
grade separation which eliminates 
crossing conflicts that improve train 
and vehicular traffic level of service 
(LOS) 
 
I – Further information must be 
provided to indicate how existing 
Caltrain and VTA Light Rail services 
be maintained/improved and coexist 
with HSR from Downtown Mountain 
View Caltrain station to Sunnyvale 
during and after construction. 
 
With the closed trench option at 
Castro/Moffett/Central Expressway, 
the City envisions a stronger 
gateway with landmark corner 
building and a better connection with 
the Moffett Boulevard corridor. 
 

Y – Caltrain will be provided with 
grade separation which eliminates 
crossing conflicts that improve train 
and vehicular traffic level of service 
(LOS) 
 
 
Please see aforementioned vertical 
options. 
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Stakeholder Categories 
 

(Example Goals are provided for 
each category.  Additional Goals 

may apply.  Refer to Issues, 
Values, and Goals Matrix.) 

 

Aerial Viaduct 
 
 

 

At-Grade 
 

 

Open Trench 
 
 

 

Closed Trench 
(Cut-and-Cover) 

 

 

Hybrid (Caltrain and 
HST on different vertical 

options) 
 
 

Cross Connectivity:  Vehicle, 
Pedestrian, Bicycle 
- Provide improved north-south 
connectivity for vehicles, pedestrians 
and bicyclists @ Castro 
Street/Moffett Boulevard/Central 
Expressway and @ Rengstorff 
Avenue. 
 
- Provide a greenway connection 
between Castro Street and 
Rengstorff Park. 
 
Corresponding Categories in Draft 
Alternatives Analysis Report:  
Constructability; Community 
 

I - The aerial option provides 
improved north-south connectivity 
for vehicles, pedestrians and 
bicyclists @ Castro Street/Moffett 
Boulevard/Central Expressway and 
@ Rengstorff Avenue while 
promoting opportunities for 
additional green space and other 
land uses.   
 
Would require converting existing 
overcrossings at San Antonio and 
Shoreline to be at grade with Central 
Expressway, increasing traffic 
delays and creating at-grade 
crossing with Central Expressway 
for vehicles, pedestrians, and bikes.  
 
 

Y/N – Provides grade separations 
for north-south connectivity for 
vehicles/bikes/pedestrians, but 
causes vehicle/bikes/pedestrians to 
have to change grade (overcrossing 
or undercrossing) to cross rail.   
 
N- At downtown, the at-grade option 
can eliminate direct vehicular and 
bicycle access from both 
intersections of W. Evelyn Avenue 
and Castro Street.  
 
N- At Rengstorff and Central 
Expressway, direct at-grade access 
to a portion of Rengstorff Park will 
be eliminated. Also, access to the 
commercial center and apartments 
to the north must be reconfigured. 
The access to Mi Pueblo Market and 
some residences to the south will be 
eliminated.  
 
 

Y - The open trench design allows 
the potential to improve north-south 
connectivity for vehicles/bikes/ 
pedestrians by allowing 
vehicles/bikes/pedestrians to cross 
over rail while remaining at grade.  
 
Y – If partially covered, the open 
trench can provide an opportunity to 
provide a pedestrian friendly 
“greenway” between Rengstorff Park 
and Castro Street along the corridor. 
 
 

Y -The closed trench option provides 
the best north-south connectivity for 
vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists. 
 
Y – The closed trench can provide 
an opportunity to provide a 
pedestrian and bike friendly 
“greenway” between Rengstorff Park 
and Castro Street along and over 
the Caltrain ROW. 
 
The closed trench is the best option 
and is consistent with the City goals 
of providing opportunities for new 
open spaces or other planned land 
uses along with providing 
connectivity. 
 

 

Land Use 
- Be consistent with local Land Use 
Plans and community vision, design 
of structure respects adjacent land 
uses. 
- Provide opportunity for new open 
spaces or other planned land uses 
- Promotes north-south vehicular, 
pedestrian and bicycle connectivity 
 
Corresponding Categories in Draft 
Alternatives Analysis Report:  Land 
Use; Environmental Resources 
 

N – Aerial structure does not respect 
adjacent land uses and is not 
consistent with local land use plans 
and community vision.  
  
I – Provides opportunity for new 
open spaces or other land uses, but 
more information is needed about 
opportunities for development under 
and around the structure.   
 
Y - Promotes north-south vehicular, 
pedestrian and bicycle connectivity. 

N – A wider at-grade rail corridor is 
not consistent with local land use 
plans or community vision. 
   
N- The at grade option does not   
provide opportunities for new open 
spaces or other planned land uses 
 
Y/N – Promotes north-south 
vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle 
connectivity but forces vehicles, 
pedestrians and bicycles to go 
above or below grade to cross rail 
corridor. 
 
 

Y – Consistent with local Land Use 
Plans and community vision, design 
of structure respects adjacent land 
uses, Promotes north-south 
vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle 
connectivity 
 
Y -Provides opportunity for new 
open spaces or other planned land 
uses such as an opportunity to 
connect Rengstorff Park and Castro 
Street with a greenway. 
 
 
 

Y – Consistent with local Land Use 
Plans and community vision, design 
of structure respects adjacent land 
uses, Promotes north-south 
vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle 
connectivity 
 
Y -Provides opportunity for new 
open spaces or other planned land 
uses such as an opportunity to 
connect Rengstorff Park and Castro 
Street with a greenway. 
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Stakeholder Categories 
 

(Example Goals are provided for 
each category.  Additional Goals 

may apply.  Refer to Issues, 
Values, and Goals Matrix.) 

 

Aerial Viaduct 
 
 

 

At-Grade 
 

 

Open Trench 
 
 

 

Closed Trench 
(Cut-and-Cover) 

 

 

Hybrid (Caltrain and 
HST on different vertical 

options) 
 
 

Adjacent Properties 
- Minimize residential/business 
displacements. 
- Design of structure adds value to 
community, minimizes reduction in 
property values. 
- Project should consider impacts to 
soil (erosion) and foundations or 
structures along the right-of-way. 
- Utilize prefabricated structures 
which can be installed in a shorter 
time frame to reduce construction 
period. 
 
Corresponding Categories in Draft 
Alternatives Analysis Report:  
Community 
 

Y – Minimizes residential/business 
displacements. 
 
N - The size and the scale of the 
proposed structure are not 
compatible with the adjacent 
properties, which could adversely 
affect property values.  
 
I - The City is interested in knowing 
the time necessary for prep work 
(traffic control, erosion control, 
excavations) and ultimate 
construction completion since it will 
affect adjacent properties and 
downtown businesses. 
 
Also, the City is interested in 
necessary setback requirements 
needed for adjacent properties for 
this option. 

N – At downtown, this option could 
eliminate some businesses’ direct 
connection to Moffett Boulevard and 
Castro Street.  
 
N – Existing right-of-way will not 
accommodate at-grade option, so 
business displacements may occur. 
 
N – Grade separation structures 
would affect access to properties, 
parking, and circulation and would 
likely not add value to the 
community.   
 
N – At Rengstorff Avenue, business 
displacements could occur with 
grade separation.  
 
I - The City is interested in knowing 
the time necessary for prep work 
(traffic control, erosion control, 
excavations) and ultimate 
construction completion since it will 
affect adjacent properties and 
downtown businesses. 
 
Also, the City is interested in 
necessary setback requirements 
needed for adjacent properties for 
this option. 

Y – With vertical stacking of Light 
Rail, business displacements would 
likely not occur. 
 
Y - Placing Caltrain below grade 
would minimize reduction in property 
values. 
 
The City is interested in knowing the 
time necessary for prep work (traffic 
control, erosion control, excavations) 
and ultimate construction completion 
since it will affect adjacent properties 
and downtown businesses. 
 
Also, the City is interested in 
necessary setback requirements 
needed for adjacent properties for 
this option. 

Y – With vertical stacking of Light 
Rail, business displacements would 
likely not occur. 
 
Y - Placing Caltrain below grade 
would minimize reduction in property 
values. 
 
The City is interested in knowing the 
time necessary for prep work (traffic 
control, erosion control, excavations) 
and ultimate construction completion 
since it will affect adjacent properties 
and downtown businesses. 
 
Also, the City is interested in 
necessary setback requirements 
needed for adjacent properties for 
this option. 

The City is interested in knowing the 
time necessary for prep work (traffic 
control, erosion control, excavations) 
and ultimate construction completion 
since it will affect adjacent properties 
and downtown businesses. 
 
Also, the City is interested in 
necessary setback requirements 
needed for adjacent properties for 
the hybrid options. 
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Stakeholder Categories 
 

(Example Goals are provided for 
each category.  Additional Goals 

may apply.  Refer to Issues, 
Values, and Goals Matrix.) 

 

Aerial Viaduct 
 
 

 

At-Grade 
 

 

Open Trench 
 
 

 

Closed Trench 
(Cut-and-Cover) 

 

 

Hybrid (Caltrain and 
HST on different vertical 

options) 
 
 

Constructability 
- Construction of structure requires 
fewer temporary structures (track or 
stations) 
- Structure can be 
prefabricated/installed in shorter 
time frame to reduce construction 
period 
 
Corresponding Categories in Draft 
Alternatives Analysis Report:  
Constructability 
 

I – More information is needed to 
assess constructability. 

I – More information is needed to 
assess constructability. 

I – More information is needed to 
assess constructability. 

I – More information is needed to 
assess constructability. 

 

Freight Operations 
- Maintain access to freight rail 
customers. 
- Ensure freight can use the corridor 
to meet future demand. 
 
Corresponding Categories in Draft 
Alternatives Analysis Report:  
Constructability 
 

Y – All alternatives appear to 
maintain access to freight customers 
and ensure future use of the corridor 
to meet future demand. 

Y – All alternatives appear to 
maintain access to freight customers 
and ensure future use of the corridor 
to meet future demand. 

Y – All alternatives appear to 
maintain access to freight customers 
and ensure future use of the corridor 
to meet future demand. 

Y – All alternatives appear to 
maintain access to freight customers 
and ensure future use of the corridor 
to meet future demand. 

 

Rail Operations 
- Provide ability for enhanced 
Caltrain and commuter rail service  
- Maximize Caltrain and HST 
capacity through sharing 
infrastructure (tracks, etc.) 
- Allows VTA Lightrail riders 
opportunity to use the enhanced 
Caltrain/ HSR service. 
 
Corresponding Categories in the 
Draft Alternatives Analysis Report:  
Constructability; Alignment and 
Station Performance Objectives 
 

Y - Provides ability for enhanced 
Caltrain and commuter rail service  
Y - Maximizes Caltrain and HST 
capacity through sharing 
infrastructure (tracks, etc.) 
Y - Allows VTA Lightrail riders 
opportunity to use the enhanced 
Caltrain/ HSR service. 
 

Y - Provides ability for enhanced 
Caltrain and commuter rail service  
- Maximizes Caltrain and HST 
capacity through sharing 
infrastructure (tracks, etc.) 
- Allows VTA Lightrail riders 
opportunity to use the enhanced 
Caltrain/ HSR service. 
 

Y - Provides ability for enhanced 
Caltrain and commuter rail service  
- Maximizes Caltrain and HST 
capacity through sharing 
infrastructure (tracks, etc.) 
- Allows VTA Lightrail riders 
opportunity to use the enhanced 
Caltrain/ HSR service. 
 

Y -Provides ability for enhanced 
Caltrain and commuter rail service  
- Maximizes Caltrain and HST 
capacity through sharing 
infrastructure (tracks, etc.) 
- Allows VTA Lightrail riders 
opportunity to use the enhanced 
Caltrain/ HSR service. 
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Stakeholder Categories 
 

(Example Goals are provided for 
each category.  Additional Goals 

may apply.  Refer to Issues, 
Values, and Goals Matrix.) 

 

Aerial Viaduct 
 
 

 

At-Grade 
 

 

Open Trench 
 
 

 

Closed Trench 
(Cut-and-Cover) 

 

 

Hybrid (Caltrain and 
HST on different vertical 

options) 
 
 

Equity 
- Do not disproportionately impact 
lower-income/ minority 
neighborhoods and locally-owned 
businesses. 
- Distribute project benefits as 
equitably as possible throughout 
corridor 
 
Corresponding Categories in Draft 
Alternatives Analysis Report:  
Community 
 

Regardless of the vertical alignment, 
the project is adjacent to 6 lower 
income census tracts. 

Regardless of the vertical alignment, 
the project is adjacent to 6 lower 
income census tracts. 

Regardless of the vertical alignment, 
the project is adjacent to 6 lower 
income census tracts. 

Regardless of the vertical alignment, 
the project is adjacent to 6 lower 
income census tracts. 

Regardless of the vertical alignment, 
the project is adjacent to 6 lower 
income census tracts. 

Economics/Financial Feasibility 
- Maintain existing parking levels to 
local downtown (Castro Street) and 
business centers 
- Capital cost, relative to 
benefits/achieving goals, is superior 
to other alternatives 
- Operational cost 
(escalator/elevator maintenance, 
lighting, etc.), relative to 
benefits/achieving goals, is superior 
to other alternatives 
- Minimize impacts on downtown 
businesses and tax revenues 
- Maintain, help improve access, 
visibility, connections to downtown 
and business centers 
 
Corresponding Categories in Draft 
Alternatives Analysis Report:  
Alignment and Station Performance 
and Objectives; Constructability 
 

Y – Parking can be provided 
underneath the aerial viaduct option 
for local downtown (Castro Street) 
and other business centers to 
increase parking availability for both 
residential and commercial areas. 
 
N – Does not minimize impacts on 
downtown businesses, or maintain 
visibility for downtown businesses.   
 
I – The City did not perform analysis 
of operational and capital costs 
relative to benefits.   
 
 
 

N- Along the 100 block of Castro 
and portions of Moffett Boulevard, 
on street parking will be eliminated. 
Additional parking maybe required in 
the downtown area with this option. 
 
Y/N – Access is improved by grade 
separating rail from 
vehicles/pedestrians/bicycles, but 
diminished because 
vehicles/pedestrians/bicycles must 
go above or below grade to cross 
rail.   
 
I – The City did not perform analysis 
of operational and capital costs 
relative to benefits.   
 
 

Y – Maintains existing parking 
levels, visibility and connection to 
downtown businesses.   
 
Y – Access is improved by grade 
separating 
vehicles/pedestrians/bicycles from 
rail and allowing 
vehicles/pedestrians/bicycles to 
cross rail while remaining at grade.   
 
I – The City did not perform analysis 
of operational and capital costs 
relative to benefits.   
 

Y – Maintains existing parking 
levels, visibility and connection to 
downtown businesses.   
 
Y – Access is improved by grade 
separating 
vehicles/pedestrians/bicycles from 
rail and allowing 
vehicles/pedestrians/bicycles to 
cross rail while remaining at grade.   
 
I – The City did not perform analysis 
of operational and capital costs 
relative to benefits.   
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Step 4: Provide feedback. 
After completing this worksheet, what has changed in your understanding of the grade separation methods?  What new understanding do you have on benefits/impacts of the grade separation options? 
 
This worksheet did not so much help us understand the grade separation methods as help document the impacts of the various methods. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Please provide feedback on the effectiveness of Exercise 2.  How has this activity been of use to you? 
Your feedback will assist in the development of future assessment exercises as the project progresses. 
 
T 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Step 5: Submit the completed exercise to the PRP.  Submit your completed worksheet to PRP@caltrain.com or mail them to Peninsula Rail Program, 799 Seventh St., San Francisco, CA 94107.  Your input will be communicated to 
the Technical Working Group and Policymaker Working Group and will allow other stakeholders to view the information that applies to the same or adjacent subsections. 
 
The feedback obtained from the Exercises will be compiled for each subsection and the summary of responses will be made available online at http://www.caltrain.com/peninsularailprogram.html.  The act of submitting a completed 
exercise is not a vote for any specific alternative or mapped item.  Responses will not be tallied or weighted, nor will frequencies be recorded.  When comments are in conflict, all will be recorded in the summary document.  City 
representatives and project/engineering team members will use the summary documents as references in developing the project further. 
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